Data Collection
The study relied on primary data of qualitative and quantitative nature. A questionnaire was used to collect social-economic data such as age, gender and occupation. The interview was the supplementary tool to collect information from urban farmers. The farmers were required to fill in the questionnaires by ticking the boxes where appropriate.
Data Analysis Procedures
After data collection, questions were coded and entered on spreadsheet into the computer for analysis. Frequencies, percentages, tables and means were calculated to give a simple summary of the observations. A Chi-square test for pairs of variables was used to test the significance of the relationship between the independent and dependent variables. As shown above (Table 1) , it is apparent that the majority of respondents were females, for instance, in Kasarani 75.4% were females and the remainder were males (24.6%). In Mathare, 68.7% were females and the males were 31.3%, and in Kibera, 70% were females and males were 30%. The marital status of respondents as shown on the table, varied from single (9.4%), married (71%), separated/divorced (2.9%) to widowed (16.7%) in Kasarani. In Mathare, 11.3% were single, married73.9%, separated/divorced 5.1% to widowed 9.7% and in Kibera, 16 .2% were single, married were 68.8%, separated/divorced 4.1% and widowed 10.9%. It is indicated that most respondents were married; Kasarani (71%), Mathare (73.9%) and Kibera (68.8%).
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Socio-Demographic Characteristics of Respondents
Table1.The distribution of the respondents based on their demographic characteristics in urban areas
Urban
Peri-urban
It is clear that the majority of the respondents are middle aged adults with 67.7%, 64.8% and 69.5% for Mathare, Kibera and Kasarani respectively. On the level of education, the majority (52.9%) of the respondents had post-secondary education in the form of certificates, diplomas and degrees, followed by 29.7% with secondary education, 11.6% with primary education and 5.8% had no-formal education in Kasarani area. In Mathare, the majority (55.4%) of the respondents had secondary education, followed by 23.1% with post-secondary education in the form of certificates, diplomas and degrees, 13.3% with primary education and only 8.2% had no-formal education. In Kibera, the majority (52.2%) of the respondents had secondary education, followed by 19.5% with primary education, 19.0% with post-secondary education in theform of certificates, diplomas and degrees and only 8.2% had no-formal education. The average monthly income of the respondents was between Kshs. (10,000-35,000) for most respondents.
Frequencies of Respondents by Space Identified for Production of Vegetables Table2 (i). Frequency for space identified for growing vegetables according to social-demographic groups of respondents in Kasarani
Socio-economic characteristics
Roofto ps
Balcone s Vacant places
In container s
Along railways
Below power lines
River banks
School garden s
Road strips others
Sex
Male(n=34) (1) 3% (2) 6% (6) 18% (5) 15% (2) 6% (3) 9% (9) 27% (0) 0% (6) 18% (2) 3% Female(n=104) (4)4% (4)4% (27)26% (9) Older adults(n=11) (1)9% (0)0% (5)46% (0)0% (0)0%) (0)0% (2)18% (0)0% (2)18% (1)9% P value 0.465
Marital status
Single(n=13) (0)0% (1)8% (3)23% (0)0% (1)8% (0)0% (1)8% (1)8% (4)31% (2)15% Married(n=98) (3)3% (4)4% (24)25% (13)13% (12)12% (6)6% (16)16% (2)2% (12)12% (6)6% Divorced/separated(n=4) (1)25% (0)0% (1)25% (0)0% (1)25% (0)0% (1)25% (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% Widowed(n=23) (1)4% (1)4% (5)22% (1)4% (2)9% (1)4% (3)13% (0)0% (8)35% (1)4% P value 0.598
Educational Level
Non formal education(n=8) (0)0% (1)13% (3)38% (1)13% (2)25% (0)0% (1)13% (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% Primary(n=16) (1)6% (0)0% (6)37% (0)0% (1)6% (1)6% (1)6% (2)13% (2)13% (2)13% Secondary(n=41) (2)5% (3)7% (6)15% (7)17% (7)17% (1)2% (8)20% (0)0% (5)12% (2)5% Tertiary(n=73) (2)3% (2)3% (18)25% (6)8% (6)8% (5)7% (11)15% (1)1% (17)23% (5)7% P value 0.232 Occupation Trading(n=48) (4)8% (1)2% (9)19% (4)8% (6)13% (3)6% (7)15% (1)2% (10)21% (3)6% Farming(n=2) (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% (1)50% (0)0% (1)50% (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% Driving(n=3) (0)0% (1)33% (1)33% (0)0% (1)33% (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% Civil Service(n=30) (1)3% (2)7% (6)20% (3)10% (3)10% (1)3% (8)27% (0)0% (3)10% (3)10% Barbing(n=1) (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% (1)100% (0)0% Unemployed(n=16) (0)0% (2)13% (3)19% (2)13% (1)6% (1)6% (1)6% (0)0% (5)31% (1)6% Others(n=38) (0)0% (0)0% (14)37% (4)11% (5)13% (1)3% (5)13% (2)5% (5)13% (2)5% P value 0.243
Level of Income(kshs)
Less than 5,000(n=3) (1)33% (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% (1)33% (0)0% (1)33% (0)0% 5,001-10,000(n=5) (0)0% (0)0% (1)20% (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% (1)20% (1)20% (2)40% (0)0% 10,001-15,000(n=18) (0)0% (0)0% (5)28% (2)11% (0)0% (1)6% (4)22% (0)0% (4)22% (2)11% 15,001-20,000(n=31) (1)3% (2)7% (7)23% (2)7% (3)10% (1)3% (4)13% (0)0% (7)23% (4)13% 20,001-25,000(n=28) (0)0% (1)4% (8)29% (2)7% (4)14% (2)7% (6)21% (0)0% (4)14% (1)4% 25,001-30,000(n=19) (1)5% (3)16% (4)21% (4)21% (4)21% (1)5% (1)5% (0)0% (1)5% (0)0% 30,001-35,000(n=13) (1)8% (0)0% (3)23% (3)23% (1)8% (0)0% (0)0% (1)8% (4)31% (0)0% 35,001-40,000(n=9) (0)0% (0)0% (4)44% (1)11% (2)22% (0)0% (1)11% (0)0% (1)11% (0)0% 40,001-45,000(n=5) (1)20% (0)0% (1)20% (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% (1)20% (0)0% (0)0% (2)40% 45,001-50,000(n=4) (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% (2)50% (0)0% (1)25% (1)25% (0)0% (0)0% More than 50,000(n=3) (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% (2)67% (1) 33% (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% P value 0.140 `*p<0.05
Source: survey, August 2017
The respondents were asked about the space where they grow crops. The farmers' responses were varied. The spaces are categorized into; rooftops, balconies, vacant places, in containers, along the railways, below power lines, river banks, school gardens, road strips and others to give us a better understanding on the choice of spaces for farming in Kasarani. About 24% of the respondents did farming along the vacant places, 17% on the road strips and 15% along the water lines such as river banks and sewage lines. There was considerable variation in the choice of space for farming between farmers from different age groups ( 
0(0%) 0(0%) 1(25%) 3(75%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) Civil Service(n=25) 0(0%) 1(4%) 7(28%) 2(8%) 0(0%) 3(12%) 4(16%) 1(4%) 7(28%) 0(0%) Barbing(n=2) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 2(100%) 0(0%) Unemployed(n=28) 0(0%) 2(7%) 3(11%) 5(18%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 7(25%) 0(0%) 7(25%) 4(14%) Others(n=45) 1(2%) 2(4%) 9(20%) 8(18%) 0(0%) 1(2%) 11(24%) 0(0%) 11(24%) 2(4%) P value 0.203
Level of income (kshs)
Less than 5,000(n=11) 1(9%) 0(0%) 4(36%) 2(18%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 2(18%) 0(0%) 2(18%) 0(0%) 5,001-10,000(n=23) 0(0%) 1(4%) 5(22%) 1(4%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 9(39%) 0(0%) 3(13%) 4(17%) 10,001-15,000(n=41) 0(0%) 0(0%) 6(15%) 6(15%) 0(0%) 1(2%) 12(29%) 1(2%) 11(27%) 4(10%) 15,001-20,000(n=39) 1(3%) 6(15%) 4(10%) 3(8%0 0(0%) 1(3%) 8(21%) 1(3%) 10(26%) 5(13%) 20,001-25,000(n=19) 2(11%) 1(5%) 4(21%) 8(42%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 2(11%) 0(0%) 1(5%) 1(5%) 25,001-30,000(n=12) 0(0%) 1(8%) 2(17%) 1(8%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 3(25%) 0(0%) 5(42%) 0(0%) 30,001-35,000(n=16) 0(0%) 1(6%) 5(31%) 2(13%) 0(0%) 1(6%) 3(19%) 0(0%) 3(19%) 1(6%)
35,001-40,000(n=14) 0(0%) 0(0%) 5(36%) 5(36%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 4(29%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 40,001-45,000(n=6) 0(0%) 1(17%) 1(17%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 3(50%) 1(17%) 45,001-50,000(n=8) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 4(50%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(13%) 0(0%) 2(25%) 1(13%) More than 50,000(n=6) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(17%) 1(17%) 0(0%) 3(50%) The respondents were asked about the space where they grow crops. The farmers' responses were varied. The spaces are categorized into; rooftops, balconies, vacant places, in containers, along the railways, below power lines, river banks, school gardens, road strips and others to give us a better understanding on the choice of spaces for farming in Mathare. About 23% of the respondents planted along the water lines such as river banks and sewage lines, 19% did farming along the vacant places and 22% on the road strips. There was considerable variation in the choice of space for farming between farmers from different age groups (Table 2 (ii) ). Seven percent (7%) of the older adults (>55 years), did farming in containers compared to 35% of young adults (<35 years). The choice of space also varied significantly amongst different gender groups (p = 0.942), age groups (p = 0.507), marital status (p = 0. 883), education level (p= 0.328) occupation (n = 0.203) and level of income groups (p = 0.089). 
Table2(iii). Frequency of space identified for growing vegetables according to social-demographic groups in Kibera
Sex Male(n=74) 5(7%) 1(1%) 11(15%) 11(15%) 6(8%) 1(1%) 18(24%) 1(1%) 15(20%) 5(7%) Female(n=173) 6(4%) 1(1%) 37(21%) 24(14%) 19(11%) 1(1%) 41(24%) 1(1%) 32(19%) 11(6%) Total(n=247) 11(5%) 2(1%) 48(19%) 35(14%) 25(10%) 2(1%) 59(24%) 2(1%) 47(19%) 16(7%) P value 0.904
Age
Young adults(n=64) 5(8%) 1(2%) 10(16%) 9(14%) 10(16%) 0(0%) 13(20%) 1(2%) 11(17%) 4(6%) Middle aged (n=160) 5(3%) 1(1%) 31(19%) 22(14%) 12(8%) 2(1%) 41(26%) 1(1%) 13(8%) 12(8%) Older adults(n=23) 1(4%) 0(0%) 7(30%) 4(17%) 3(13%) 0(0%) 5(22%) 0(0%) 3(13%) 0(0%) P value 0.688
2(3%) 0(0%) 14(22%) 10(16%) 6(9%0 2(3%) 9(14%0 0(0%) 17(27%) 4(6%) P value 0.918
Level of income (Kshs)
Less than 5,000(n=20) 1(5%) 0(0%) 4(20%) 3(15%) 4(20%) 0(0%) 4(20%) 0(0%) 3(15%) 1(5%) 5,001-10,000(n=16) 0(0%) 1(6%) 2(13%) 2(13%) 1(6%) 0(0%) 2(13%) 0(0%) 7(44%) 1(6%) 10,001-15,000(n=48) 2(4%) 0(0%) 11(23%) 7(15%) 5(10%) 0(0%) 14(29%) 0(0%) 6(13%) 3(6%) 15,001-20,000(n=42) 1(2%) 0(0%) 9(21%) 9(21%) 3(7%) 0(0%) 8(19%) 1(2%) 8(19%) 3(7%) 20,001-25,000(n=38) 3(8%) 1(3%) 6(16%) 3(8%) 2(5%) 1(3%) 12(32%) 1(3%) 8(21%) 1(3%) 25,001-30,000(n=19) 0(0%) 0(0%) 5(26%) 3(16%) 4(21%) 0(0%) 5(26%) 0(0%) 1(5%) 1(5%) 30,001-35,000(n=14) 2(14%) 0(0%) 2(14%) 4(29%) 1(7%) 0(0%) 3(21%) 0(0%) 2(14%) 0(0%) 35,001-40,000(n=17) 0(0%) 0(0%) 5(29%) 0(0%) 2(12%) 1(6%) 3(18%) 0(0%) 4(24%) 2(12%) 40,001-45,000(n=9) 1(11%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(11%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 3(33%) 0(0%) 4(44%) 0(0%) 45,001-50,000(n=13) 0(0%) 0(0%) 3(23%) 1(8%) 2(15%) 0(0%) 4(31%) 0(0%) 2(15%) 1(8%) More than 50,000(n=11) 1(9%) 0(0%) 1(9%) 2(18%) 1(9%) 0(0%) 1(9%) 0(0%) 2(18%) 3(27%) P value 0.820 *p<0.05 Source: Servey, August 2017
The respondents were asked about the space where they grow crops. The farmers' responses were varied. The spaces are categorized into; rooftops, balconies, vacant places, in containers, along the railways, below power lines, river banks, school gardens, road strips and others to give us a better understanding on the choice of spaces for farming in Kibera. About 24% of the respondents planted along the river banks such as water lines and sewage lines and19% on the road strips. There was considerable variation in the choice of space for farming between farmers from different age groups ( In the analysis of the main reasons for adoption of urban horticultural technologies, the farmers' responses were varied in Kasarani. They are categorized into a source of food, source of income, unemployment, use of available water and land and high dependence. About 73% respondents said the source of food is the main reason for adoption of urban horticultural technologies, followed by 'source of income' (13%), and about 6% and 4% indicated high dependency and unemployment respectively ( 
Marital status
Education level The analysis of the main reasons for adoption of urban horticultural technologies showed that the farmers' responses were varied in Mathare. They are categorized into a source of food, source of income, unemployment, use of available water and land and high dependence. About 76% respondents said the source of food as the main reason for adoption of urban horticultural technologies, followed by 'source of income' (12%), and about 7% indicated unemployment (Table 3 ii). Reason for adoption varied significantly amongst different social demographic groups, sex groups (p = 0.145), age groups (p = 0.043), and level of income (p = 0.011). The analysis of the main reasons for adoption of urban horticultural technologies showed that the farmers' responses were varied. They are categorized into a source of food, source of income, unemployment, use of available water and land and high dependence. About 71% of the respondents said the source of food is the main reason for adoption of urban horticultural technologies, followed by 'source of income' 15% , and about 4% indicated unemployment (Table 3 iii). Reason for adoption varied significantly amongst different social demographic groups, sex groups (p = 0.484), age groups (p = 0.499), and level of income (p = 0.065). Data on table 4 shows that 52% of the respondents felt that security of land ownership and theft of crops were the most severe challenges for urban horticulture. Other challenges are slashing of crops (16%), pest and diseases (7%), while only 2% mentioned inadequate market for vegetables. Those, whose level of income was less than 5,000, indicated that security and pests as well as diseases as the main challenges at 18% and 15% respectively. 12(86%) 2(14%) 0(0%) 4(29%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(7%) 40,001-45,000(n=6) 6(100%) 5(83%) 0(0%) 4(67%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 2(33%) 45,001-50,000(n=8) 5(63%) 4(50%) 1(13%) 5(63%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(13%) More than 50,000(n=6) 3(50%) 6(100%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(17%)
Table3(iii). Frequency distribution on reasons for adoption of urban-technologies ,according to socialdemographic groups in urban areas, Kibera
Challenges Farmers Faced in Adoption of Urban Farming Technologies
Table4. Frequency distribution on challengesfarmers faced in adopting of urban technologies according to social-demographic groups, Kibera
Kind of Vegetables Grown
N:B These responses may not add to 100%,because some respondents gave more than one response(multiple response)
Data from table 5 show that 81% the respondents grow kales as a major vegetable while 59% indicated that they grow spinach, 41% grow onions and 16% grow green beans. Other crops grown by respondents include tomatoes, carrots, spider plant and cabbage at 11%. On gender, majority of the respondents grew kales at 72% for female and male at 100%. Most of the sampled respondents (41%) acquired knowledge through authority, Tenacity 27%, and induction 7%.The majority of younger adults (42%) acquired knowledge through Authority (Table  6) , while the majority of middle aged adults (29%) acquired knowledge through Tenacity. On the level of education, the majority (33%) of those who had attained tertiary as the highest level of education acquired horticultural technology through authority, while those with non-formal education majority (25%) acquired through tenacity. As shown in Table 7 above, 49% came from the rural areas, 27% from other locations of urban areas, and 24% from other places within Nairobi. The majority of younger adults and middle aged adults came from rural areas at 48% and 47% respectively, while 13% of older adults came from other places in Nairobi areas.
Method of Technology Transfer of Respondents
Table6. Distribution frequency on mode of Technology transfer according to social-demographic groups in Kasarani
Marital status
Single(n=13) (2)15% (3)23% (5)39% (1)7% (1)7% (1)7% Married(n=98) (33)34% (25)26% (14)14% (7)7% (8)8% (11)11% Divorced/separated(n=4) (0)0% (3)75% (1)25% (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% Widowed(n=23) (6)26% (6)26% (1)4% (2)9% (3)13% (5)22% Educationa l Level Non formal education(n=8) (1)12% (4)25% (1)12% (1)12% (0)0% (1)12% Primary(n=16) (3)19% (4)25% (3)19% (1)6% (3)19% (2)13% Secondary(n=41) (13)32% (12)29% (6)15% (3)7% (2)5% (5)12% Tertiary(n=73) (24)33% (17)23% (11)15% (5)7% (7)10% (9)12% Occupation Trading(n=48) (15)31% (15)31% (4)8% (3)6% (6)12% (5)10% Farming(n=2) (0)0% (1)50% (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% (1)50% Driving(n=3) (0)0% (1)33% (2)67% (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% Civil Service(n=30) (8)27% (10)33% (6)20% (2)7% (3)10% (1)3% Barbing(n=1) (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% (1)100% (0)0% (0)0% Unemployed(n=16) (4)25% (4)25% (2)13% (2)13% (1)6% (3)19% Others(n=38) (14)37% (6)16% (7)18% (2)5% (2)5% (7)18% Level of Income (Kshs) Less than 5,000(n=3) (2)67% (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% (1)33% (0)0% 5,001-10,000(n=5) (2)40% (1)20% (0)0% (2)40% (0)0% (0)0% 10,001-15,000(n=18) (3)17% (8)44% (3)16% (1)6% (2)11%(1)
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Respondents Characteristics
It is apparent that the majority of respondents were females. This suggests that urban horticulture is dominated by females who in most cases are married with household care giving responsibilities. This agrees with (Lee-Smith and Prain., 2010) who indicated that in sub-Saharan Africa, studies of urban agriculture have been limited, but those that have been done generally suggest that approximately one-third of households are engaged in some form of urban agriculture, and that two third of the farmers are women. Urban farming also favors both social inclusion and reduction of gender inequalities in cities as 65% of urban farmers are women (Orsini et al. 2013) . It is because of the close proximity to the home, gardening can be much better combined with child care which is still seen as a woman's duty in many countries (Dubbeling, de Zeeuw and van Veenhuizen, 2010) . (Barau and Oladeji, 2017) found that 69.4% of the females who were doing farming were married in Sokoto Metropolis, Nigeria.
It is clear that the majority of the respondents are middle aged adults and education level ranging from informal to post-secondary. Accessing land for farming in urban areas requires energy, determination and maturity. The finding agrees with (Barau and Oladeji, 2017) who found that most of the urban women farmers (38.9%) were in the active age range and also (Teig et al., 2009) found that the majority of community gardeners are seniors. Age is also assumed to be a determinant of adoption of new technology. Older farmers are assumed to have gained knowledge and experience over time and are better able to evaluate technology information than younger farmers (Kariyasa & Dewi, 2013 
Space Identified for Production of Vegetables
A renovated urban farming arose worldwide as a response to a number of factors (Bohn and Viljoen 2011) . In city centres, the inadequate space has been a major challenge in the diffusion of agricultural activities (Christine & Nazim G. 2015). In order to utilize the available vacant urban spaces as efficiently as possible, new cultivation methods are required (Christine & Nazim G. 2015). As a result, the introduction of horticulture activities in available spaces in cities has recently been observed in both land-based and non-land-based vacant spaces. First, non-constructed areas (e.g., abandoned plots, green spaces or interstitial areas) are being converted into urban gardens when available and vacant. Second, innovative methods for turning concrete into urban green infrastructures for vegetable production have been developed in the recent past, ranging from vertical farms (Despommier, 2011) Gender, age, marital status, education level, occupation and level of income had non-significant to space where production of vegetables is done. This may suggest that due to limited space in urban areas for farming, farmers have no choice other than using the available space.
Reason for Adoption of Urban Technologies
Golden (2013) found that urban dwellers can benefit from urban farming through accessing land, community development, cross-generational and cultural integration, job creation, and economic savings on food. Municipal authorities can also benefit from urban agriculture through savings (Chaminuka & Dube 2017) . Land for farming is limited in urban areas, urban farming creates access to land by creating space within cities for farming. Urban agriculture can benefit urban dwellers through accessing land for them to call their own, thereby creating some sense of pride through ownership of the land (Chaminuka & Dube 2017).
Food access and availability are important dimensions that constitute food security (Chaminuka & Dube 2017) . Urban horticultural has been viewed as an intervention to deal with food security. It has been used as an effective means for improving food security in critical and insecure areas (Corrigan, 2011; Larsen & Gilliland, 2009 ). Matteson (2007) found that, above 700 community gardens exist in New York City, which have increased food access and availability to urban dwellers. Apart from improving food access and availability, urban agriculture is also important in job creation. Hagey, Rice, S. & Flournoy (2012) indicates that urban agriculture that offers packaging and processing, to complement crop cultivation is capable of creating many jobs for urban residents. Metcalf and Widener (2011) argues that through Job Creation, many urban agriculture projects will engage youths to manage horticultural farms and this will provides them with income above skills training. Urban agriculture can provide savings for county government. For example, the management of vacant lots by communities in San Francisco turned into urban farming areas benefited the Department of Public Works about US$4,100 through preventing vandalism, dumping, and labor-intensive upkeep (SPUR, 2012).
Out of 6 variables studied, occupation in Kasarani, age and level of income in Mathare were significant (P<0.05) on adoption of horticultural technologies. Non-significant of gender, marital status and education level observed in this study may indicate that these socio-economic variables definitely do not have any bearing on the adoption of technologies. Majority of the respondents were traders, which may indicate they have flexible time to attend to their crops.
Challenges Farmers Face in Adoption of Urban Farming Technologies
Limited access to land, lack of tenure on property, and insufficient infrastructure and services for urban growers are among the main restrictions of urban horticulture according to (Lovell, 2010) . Land tenure affects the application of technologies for agricultural (Islam & Tuulikki, 2009 ), secured land tenure gives sufficient incentives to the farmers to increase their efficiencies in terms of production. Without secured property rights farmers do not feel emotional attachment to the land they cultivate, do not invest in land development and will not use inputs efficiently (Islam & Tuulikki, 2009 ). Theft of crops by non-farmers and stray animals eating crops, are other problems associated with to urban farming (Chaminuka & Dube, 2017 ).
Urban agriculture is occasionally practiced in public areas unsuitable for housing, such as road verges, banks of drainage channels, wetlands and contaminated sites such as scrap yards and dumpsites for solid and liquid wastes (Nabulo et al., 2008 ). As such the farmers' crop has at times been slashed down by authorities (Chaminuka & Dube, 2017).
Kind of Vegetables Grown
Majority of the respondents mentioned kales and spinach. The producers in urban areasgrow more green leafy vegetables, such as kale and spinach (World Bank, 2013) this also agrees with (Gallaher et al., 2015, who indicated that over the past several years, in urban areas especially, indigenous vegetables have been replaced by kale, swisschard, and cabbage. Kales (Sukuma wiki) literally means "to push the week". As the name suggests, low income earners can survive on it by making it a daily meal. Kales due to its low price, it keeps people going hoping for better tomorrow. The case study in Kibera, households and other institutions like the eco school cultivate crops such as kale and spinach -leafy vegetables which adapts very well to the conditions of sack farming (Erulkar & Matheka 2007 ).
Last Place of Residence
Most respondents came from rural areas as a result most households engaging in urban agriculture could be bringing to the city the rural culture of farming to urban areas. Through urban farming, migrants gets opportunity to grow food for consumption purposes and may even sell surpluses (Beckie & Bogdan, 2010) , Migrants have important skills and culture which they can share with urban farmers. (Gallaher et al., 2015) found out that the majority of farmers and non-farmers (85% and 75%, respectively) have had previous experience with mixed farming in rural areas, mostly before they migrated to Kibera. A report by World Bank (2013) indicates that most of the residents engaged in urban farming had stayed in the city the longest or always lived there.
